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I continue to reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
You know, before we took our recess 

to be at home for the elections, every 
bill that was brought here was about 
jobs. That didn’t work, obviously, be-
cause our unemployment rate is still 
very high. Now, are we to believe that 
all the bills are going to be about na-
tional security? I hope that Osama bin 
Laden has been put on notice: This is 
going to improve our national security, 
and he’d better watch out. 

Madam Speaker, the underlying bill 
here spends $30 million to create addi-
tional opportunities for Federal em-
ployees to work at home. The Amer-
ican people are suffering because of our 
unemployment rate. Because of the 
failed policies of this Congress and this 
administration, the American people 
are learning to do more with less. Why 
can’t Federal employees learn to do 
that? They are soon going to have to do 
that. 

This is a travesty, to come here with 
our economy in the situation that it’s 
in and say, We’re going to appropriate 
$30 million more in order for Federal 
employees to stay at home. H.R. 1722 
requires each Federal agency to create 
a teleworking managing officer, even 
though some agencies may not be big 
enough to warrant such a position. 

So, again, the Democrats’ answer to 
the 9.6 percent unemployment rate 
that has persisted for almost 2 years 
and the $1.3 trillion deficit is to create 
more Federal jobs and require that 
some of those Federal Government 
workers be allowed to work from home. 
Give me a break. The nearly 4 million 
Americans—3.811 million—who have 
lost their jobs since President Obama 
took office and over 6 million who have 
lost their jobs since NANCY PELOSI be-
came Speaker in January 2007 continue 
to ask where are the jobs that they 
were promised. 

The Congress is pushing this initia-
tive to make it easier for Federal em-
ployees, who already have it much bet-
ter than the rest of the country, to 
avoid the office. So why is this bill so 
popular with the ruling liberal Demo-
crats? Perhaps it has something to do 
with their longstanding subservience 
to labor unions. According to the latest 
figures available on OpenSecrets.org, 
big labor donated $49,710,561, or 93 per-
cent of its total campaign contribu-
tions, to Democrats and $3,444,042, or 6 
percent, to Republicans in the last 
election cycle. Surely money like that 
isn’t going to be wasted pushing legis-
lation good for private sector employ-
ees. 

It’s true that a majority of American 
union members now work for the gov-
ernment, as 52 percent of all union 
members now work for the govern-
ment, representing a sharp increase 
from the 49 percent in 2008. A full 37.4 
percent of government employees be-
longed to unions in 2009, up 0.6 percent-
age points from 2008. 

These changes in union membership 
are certainly not surprising, as union-
ized companies do poorly in the mar-
ketplace and lose jobs relative to their 
nonunion competitors. Government 
employees, however, face no competi-
tion as the government never goes out 
of business. 

The recession has left union bosses 
looking for new membership targets, 
and where better to look than in gov-
ernment, which they see as having the 
deepest of all pockets and a host of 
sympathetic liberal Democrat politi-
cians eager to please their political 
base. 
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In fact, according to the Heritage 
Foundation, when accounting for 
wages and benefits, the total average 
annual compensation for a private-sec-
tor worker is $60,078, as compared to 
$111,015 for the average Federal worker, 
representing an astonishing 85 percent 
compensation differential. 

A March 26, 2010, Wall Street Journal 
editorial entitled ‘‘The Government 
Pay Boom’’ reveals that: ‘‘Nearly this 
entire benefits gap is accounted for by 
unionized public employees. Nonunion 
public employees are paid roughly 
what private workers receive. 

‘‘The union response is that govern-
ment workers deserve all this because 
they’re more educated and highly 
skilled. That may account for some of 
the pay differential, but not the blow-
out benefits. The unions also neglect 
one of the greatest perks of govern-
ment employment: job security. Short 
of shooting up a Post Office, govern-
ment workers rarely get fired or laid 
off.’’ 

The Republican Study Committee re-
leased a policy brief recently indi-
cating that the number of Federal em-
ployees making over $100,000 has in-
creased by almost 15 percent since 2007. 
Currently, there are more people in the 
Federal Government making in excess 
of $100,000 than those making $40,000. 

Since the recession began in 2007, 
public worker pay has risen 7.8 percent. 
While private-sector wages remain 
stagnant, the 2010 pay increase for Fed-
eral civilian employees was 2 percent. 
In 2009, the average Federal employee 
received a pay increase of 3.9 percent, 
and an average pay increase of 3.5 per-
cent in 2008. 

The average Federal salary, includ-
ing benefits, is set to grow from $72,800 
in 2008 to $75,419 in 2010. 

In 2007, when the Democrats took 
over the Congress, the Department of 
Transportation had only one employee 
making over $170,000. At the end of last 
year it had 1,690 employees making 
that amount. 

The Federal pay premium exists 
across all job categories, white collar, 
blue collar, management, professional, 
technical, and low skill. 

Again, the public is asking, where are 
the jobs? Why aren’t the Democrats 
who are in charge of the Congress 
doing something about private-sector 

jobs instead of focusing on creating 
more perks for Federal employees? 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, my 
friend from North Carolina talks about 
passage of this bill being a travesty. I 
couldn’t disagree more. The travesty 
would be if there were a national emer-
gency and we were ill prepared for it 
because of the fact that we didn’t act 
today, because of something that we 
could have done that we didn’t do. 
That would be a travesty. 

Additionally, the travesty is that she 
talks about this in political terms, 
when this is about governing. The days 
of the politics have to end. The days of 
governing need to begin. That’s what 
this bill is about. It’s about working 
together, in a bipartisan way, to gov-
ern, to make government run more ef-
ficiently in a time when we need it 
most, in a time of emergency. That is 
the travesty, not to act on it. Not to 
sit here and talk about the politics of 
it, but rather to talk about how, to-
gether, we can make this work so that 
government functions better for the 
people that we represent. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I now 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR). 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, the 
issue is about spending. It is about 
stopping the rampant spending in 
Washington. And on November 2, 
Americans spoke decisively and sent an 
undeniable message to Washington to 
end wasteful spending. 

In the new Republican majority next 
Congress, Madam Speaker, the YouCut 
program will be an integral part of our 
efforts to transform the culture of 
spending in Washington into one of 
savings. More than 2.4 million YouCut 
votes provide us with a clear mandate 
to rein in spending and make the tough 
choices to get America back on the 
right path. 

This week’s winning item, Madam 
Speaker, is a proposal developed by the 
gentleman from Colorado, Representa-
tive DOUG LAMBORN. This proposal 
would eliminate taxpayer funding for 
National Public Radio. When execu-
tives at NPR decided to unfairly termi-
nate Juan Williams for expressing his 
opinion and to then disparage him 
afterwards, the bias of the organization 
was exposed. 

To be clear, it is not the govern-
ment’s job to tell a news organization 
how to do its job. But what’s equally as 
certain is that it should not be the tax-
payer’s responsibility to fund news or-
ganizations with a partisan point of 
view. Eliminating taxpayer funding for 
NPR is precisely the kind of common-
sense cut that we have to begin making 
if we want to fundamentally alter the 
way business is conducted in Wash-
ington. 

Over the past 2 years, Americans 
have become exasperated as they’ve 
watched the Federal Government grow 
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